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Many incidents of elephant killings have recently taken place in Tanzania as well as in other African
countries. Such events are usually presented as results of the rising global demand for ivory. As we show
in this case study, however, not all violence against elephants is driven by the ivory trade. This article
presents an event that occurred in West Kilimanjaro in 2009 when numerous villagers chased a herd
of elephants over a cliff, killing six of them. Using a ‘web of relations’ approach, we seek to uncover the

gley V}Vlordts" underlying as well as the immediate factors that led to this incident. A severe drought sparked off the event
C:rll)seisa tion as elephants increasingly raided crops and destroyed water pipes. There are growing elephant and human

populations in the area, which must be understood in the context of land use changes. Large areas have in
various ways been turned into different types of protected areas during the last few decades as results of
Resistance efforts by conservation NGOs and governmental agencies. In between these areas, people try to sustain
Tanzania a living on the remaining land, while encountering increased problems with wildlife. Conservation in
Africa the study area takes place without local communities having any real influence on decision-making. This
leads to a feeling of being marginalized and disempowered, which again causes resistance to conservation,

Web of relations
Political ecology

as in this case.

© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND

license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/).

Introduction

After two decades of increasing elephant populations in Tanza-
nia, a decline has recently been recorded in some areas (Niskanen,
2010; TAWIRI, 2010; Douglas-Hamilton and Poole, 2010). This
decline is due to a resurgence of elephant killings mainly associ-
ated with the growing illegal trade in ivory to supply the demand
forartefacts and alternative medicines in China and other East Asian
countries (Milliken and Sangalakula, 2009; Martin and Vigne, 2011;
CAI 2012).

Some of the violence against elephants is, however, not driven
by the ivory trade. In this article, we use a ‘web of relations’
approach to analyse an incident that took place an evening in May
2009 on the western side of Mount Kilimanjaro in Tanzania. In this
particular incident, a large crowd of villagers surrounded a herd
of elephants and chased them, with the aid of torches, motorcy-
cles, fire, and noise, towards a cliff, killing six of them. This event
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happened near the centre of Engare Nairobi village (Fig. 1). During
fieldwork in 2009-2011, we also learned about several other inci-
dents in which elephants had been speared or found dead without
indications of ivory poaching.

While we recognize that poaching for ivory constitutes a sig-
nificant driver for the on-going elephant killings in Africa, we
ask whether there are more of these cases that might be mis-
taken as ivory poaching, and which in reality are caused by a
resistance to conservation practice. One key distinction between
elephant killings for ivory or for resistance would, in addition
to what people state in interviews, be whether the tusks are
removed immediately or not. In poaching, the tusks will be quickly
removed after the killing in order not to attract attention. In Engare
Nairobi, numerous villagers were being photographed with the car-
casses the day after the killings (we are in possession of some of
these photographs), while the tusks were not removed. In addi-
tion, what separates poaching from resistance might also be what
Scott (1992) calls ‘hidden transcripts’, which refer to the narra-
tives that subaltern groups use to interpret their own experience
of domination or oppression. Furthermore, frustration among peo-
ple about the ways conservation takes place may also constitute
an important cause behind poaching, since poachers often seem
to be able to carry out their activities with the collusion of local
people.
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Fig. 1. Map locating Engare Nairobi and neighbouring villages, the two divisions of Siha Magharibi and Enduimet, and conservation areas and ranches.

Case studies of human-elephant conflicts in Africa often con-
clude that increases in human and/or elephant populations are the
main causes of these conflicts as elephants and people overlap in
their use of habitats and come into conflicts (e.g. Thouless, 1994;
Hoare, 1999; Hoare and du Toit, 1999; Naughton-Treves et al., 1999;
Walpole et al., 2003; Weladji and Tchamba, 2003; Osborn and Hill,
2005; Sitati et al., 2005; Graham, 2006; Walpole and Linkie, 2007;
Sitati and Tchamba, 2008; Warner, 2008; Karimi, 2009; Kikoti et al.,
2010; Mackenzie and Ahabyona, 2012). Some studies also point to
land-use changes as a driver of such conflicts (e.g. Campbell et al.,
2002; Noe, 2003; Benjaminsen and Svarstad, 2010). These land-use
changes result both from population dynamics and from the impact
of policies and governance. Other studies also focus on drought
leading to increased resource scarcity as a factor sparking off con-
flicts (e.g. Dapash, 2002; Zubair et al., 2005; Graham, 2006; Lee and
Graham, 2006; Warner, 2008; Lamarque et al., 2009).

Elephants require large tracts of land and consume large vol-
umes of forage (Kangwana, 1996; Kikoti, 2009). They may spend
70-90% of their time foraging and can eat 100-300 kg of vege-
tation in a single day (Osborn, 2004). Thus, in their search for
pastures and water, they engage in extensive seasonal migrations
often including moving through farmland (Kangwana, 1996; Kikoti,
2009). Human-elephant conflicts can be defined as interactions
between humans and elephants where direct and indirect nega-
tive consequences, whether perceived or real, exist for one or both
parties (Decker et al., 2002; Zhang and Wang, 2003).

This article contributes to the understanding of these conflicts
with a detailed investigation of a case of elephant killings provid-
ing an insight into the interaction of a broad set of explanatory
factors. First, increases in both human and elephant populations
in West Kilimanjaro are essential components in the land-use
dynamics resulting in the conflicts. Second, large areas have, in var-
ious ways, been protected during the last few decades as a result
of the agency of actors external to the local communities. These
actors include the Wildlife Division and the Tanzania National Parks
(TANAPA) under the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism,

wildlife-based tourism investors, and international conservation
organisations. Small-scale farmers and pastoralists try to sustain
a living on the land remaining in between the protected areas,
while encountering growing problems with wildlife. This has left
people with an increased feeling of being marginalized and disem-
powered and with limited possibilities to influence the situation
through democratic means. Thus, we argue that this case may be
interpreted as an act of resistance by people who feel disempow-
ered and who have limited access to representational channels to
voice their concerns. This situation is not unique in Eastern and
Southern Africa where powerful actors have worked for the estab-
lishment of protected areas and generally facilitated conditions to
increase wildlife. Thus, we suggest that an unknown number of the
other elephant killings in Africa that are referred to as ivory poach-
ing may also result from a resistance to conservation. In addition,
itis also likely that resistance to conservation play a role recruiting
local community members into networks of ivory poaching.

In the following, we first review literature on resistance to con-
servation before we present the study area and the ‘web of relations’
approach used as part of our methodology. Thereafter, we analyze
each of the possible factors, and establish the ways in which multi-
ple involved factors combine to explain why the elephant killings
took place in this case. Finally, we discuss the role played by ele-
phant killings in addressing human-elephant conflicts in the study
area.

Resistance to conservation

There is a rich scholarly literature on different forms of resis-
tance to what is perceived as illegitimate or non-democratic
governance (e.g. Scott, 1985; Fegan, 1986; Ortner, 1995; O’Brien,
1996; Gupta, 2001; Watts, 2001). People who are dispossessed and
marginalized by conservation projects also tend to resist gover-
nance in various ways (Holmes, 2007). Cavanagh and Benjaminsen
(2015) identify four different forms of such resistance; nonviolent,
militant, discursive, and formal-legal. Illegal wildlife killings
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represent the militant form when they result from resistance,
which also this case study is an example of. Other examples of
such resistance to conservation have been given by for instance
Neumann (1992, 1998), Western (1994), Weladji and Tchamba
(2003) and Norgrove and Hulme (2006).

Some of these forms of resistance may sometimes represent
what Scott (1985) calls ‘everyday resistance’ where relatively pow-
erless peasants seek to avoid oppressive regulations by using
techniques such as ‘foot dragging, dissimulation, desertion, false
compliance, pilfering, feigned ignorance, slander, arson, sabotage,
and so on’ (Scott, 1985, xvi). These ‘weapons of the weak’ (Scott,
1985) normally need little planning or coordination. People make
use of implicit understandings and informal social networks and
avoid any direct confrontation with elites or government authori-
ties. Scott (1986) also notes that everyday forms of resistance are
almost invisible, but such resistance has still been far more preva-
lent in history than overt rebellions.

Thus, local people use various overt and covert ‘resistance
methods to challenge the hegemony of conservation imposed
by protected areas authorities’ (Norgrove and Hulme, 2006, p.
1100). In addition to poaching and the killing of wildlife, these
methods may include destroying government property, illegal
extraction of resources, spreading false information (Shafer, 1999),
destroying resources (Harkness, 2000), threatened or actual vio-
lence against conservation staff (Neumann, 1998; Benjaminsen,
2000; Brockington, 2004; Norgrove and Hulme, 2006; Robbins
et al., 2006), illegally using protected area land (Li, 2007; Cavanagh
and Benjaminsen, 2015), destroying protected area infrastruc-
ture (Meyerson, 1998) and collaboration with poachers (Western,
1994). As we will demonstrate, the case discussed here may be seen
as both an example of overt and covert resistance. The violence
against the elephants was direct and explicit with people posing
for their photos to be taken on top of the carcasses. At the same
time, since this was a serious criminal offence, it was later during
fieldwork difficult to get people to admit to their direct involvement
in the event.

Acts of resistance to conservation are usually carried out by
marginalized people who suffer the costs of conservation and
who do not have the ability to circumvent the system through
bribing officials or accessing political power (Holmes, 2007). In
China, a case was described in which farmers destroyed their
collective forest by cutting down trees that they had previously
managed after the government incorporated the forest into a state
nature reserve (Harkness, 2000). Likewise, Li (2007) describes
how displaced villagers in Indonesia resisted conservation by ille-
gally settling down and cultivating land for their subsistence in
a protected area. A similar case is reported by Western (1994)
in Amboseli in Kenya, where the exclusion of Maasai from the
national park in the late 1970s led them to protest in the form
of continued grazing, increased collaboration with poachers, and
the killing of wildlife. In a similar vein, Neumann (1992) tells
about a case in Eastern Serengeti in Tanzania where Maasai vio-
lently protested against the proposed park boundaries (through
arson, the spearing of rhinos and threats to government officials).
In Guatemala, Meyerson (1998) also describes an incident where
local people took thirteen scientists hostage and set a biological
research station on the San Pedro River on fire after restrictions of
squatters’ settlements in the Laguna del Tigre National Park were
imposed.

Resistance to conservation in its various forms may also be seen
as a response to what Nixon (2011) calls ‘slow violence’, which
stands in contrast to spectacular and instantaneous violence.
Slow violence is gradual and incremental and leads to a ‘delayed
destruction that is dispersed across time and space, an attritional
violence that is typically not viewed as violence at all’ (Nixon,
2011: 2). Dispossession caused by the establishment of areas for

environmental protection is one of the examples of slow violence
mentioned by Nixon.

Study area

Engare Nairobi is situated in the Siha Magharibi Division of the
Siha District in the Kilimanjaro Region, adjacent to the Enduimet
Division of the Longido District in the Arusha Region (see Fig. 1).
These two divisions form part of the West Kilimanjaro basin. The
population consists of pastoral and agro-pastoral Maasai and small-
scale farmers who are of Wachagga, Wameru, Waarusha, Wasafa,
and other ethnicities. In the 1950s, British settlers established plan-
tations in the area.

The village of Engare Nairobi was only officially registered in
2007.By 2009, it had a population of approximately 9000. Between
Kilimanjaro National Park and Engare Nairobi and other villages,
there is a forest plantation run by the Tanzania Forest Services
Agency. A large part of the population in Engare Nairobi consists of
people who were evicted from this forest plantation in 2007. Due
to the rapid growth of Engare Nairobi, village leaders told us that
they have requested the government to increase the village area
by adding land from a nearby plantation owned by the National
Agricultural and Food Corporation, but no action has been taken so
far.

The study area lies between 1230 m and 1600 m above sea level.
Most of the land consists of semi-arid savannah interspersed with
woodlands. There is a diversity of land uses, ranging from dry-
land pastures on the plains in the rain shadow of the mountain,
to small and large-scale agriculture on the lower mountain slopes.
Kilimanjaro National Park is located high up on the slope. Rainfall
is unpredictable, especially on the dry plains, with an annual aver-
age around 340 mm (Moss, 2001). In the agricultural areas on the
lower parts of the mountain slope, the average rainfall is 890 mm
(Rey and Das, 1996).

Research approach and methods

In order to better understand resistance to conservation and its
causes within a broader context, we decided to take a ‘chains of
explanation’ approach as a methodological starting point. Blaikie
and Brookfield (1987) proposed this as a methodology for examin-
ing causes of environmental change:

‘(This approach) starts with the land managers and their direct
relations with the land (crop rotation, fuel wood use, stocking
densities, capital investment and so on). The next link concerns
their relations with each other, other land users, and groups
in the wider society who affect them in any way, which in turn
determines land management. The state and the world economy
constitute the last links in the chain.’ (Blaikie and Brookfield,
1987, p. 27)

As a further elaboration of this approach, Robbins (2004), in his
textbook on political ecology, has suggested to move from ‘chains’
to ‘networks’, arguing that the chains of explanation approach may
be conceived as a rigid ‘hierarchy of power’ that tends to neglect
the interactions between actors at various scales (pp. 210 and 212).
In a similar vein Rocheleau (2008: 724) proposes ‘webs of relation’
by arguing that

‘(t)he centre of gravity is moving from linear or simple verti-
cal hierarchies (chains of explanation) to complex assemblages,
webs of relation and “rooted networks”, with hierarchies
embedded and entangled in horizontal as well as vertical link-
ages.’
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Thus, political ecologists have tried to move away from focusing
on chains to a focus on networks and webs that provide a better
framework for explaining more complex interrelationships than
one-way influences from higher to lower geographical levels.

These ‘chains’ and ‘webs’ of analysis within political ecology
have similarities with and seem to be inspired by the ‘progressive
contextualization’ approach in cultural ecology proposed by Vayda
(1983). This approach holds that human-environment interactions
may be explained by ‘placing them within progressively wider and
or denser contexts’ (Vayda, 1983: 265), and one can start

‘with the actions or interactions of individual living things and
can proceed to put these into contexts that make actions or
interactions intelligible by showing their place within com-
plexes of causes and effects’ (Vayda, 1983: 270).

Progressive contextualization has been further developed into
‘event ecology’ (Vayda and Walters, 1999). This is a causal historical
approach that explains environmental events or changes. Vayda
and Walters (1999: 169) argue that event ecology has to be carried
out by following two basic steps:

‘... begin research with focus on the environmental event that
one wants to explain and then work backward in time and out-
ward in space so as to construct chains of causes and effects
leading to those events and changes’.

Vayda and Walters (1999) criticize political ecology for assum-
ing that political factors always explain environmental change and,
hence, for being blind to how other (non-political) factors affect
environments. Political ecologists, on the other hand, argue that
progressive contextualization is inclined to result in ‘apolitical’
explanations that do not deal adequately with power and politics
(Robbins, 2004; Penna-Firme, 2013).

The task we set out for ourselves was to explain why villagers
killed the elephants. Thus, what were the factors that led villagers
to take such radical action? In order to answer this question, we
decided to start out by including a broad set of possible causes com-
prising both natural and social factors, while still keeping power
as a central concern and object of analysis. Hence, this is also a
contribution to demonstrate the application of a ‘web of relations’
approach to explain environmental events. After the presenta-
tion of the methods used, we describe the various elements in
what we found to constitute the web of relations in this case (see
Fig. 2).

Fieldwork was conducted during September to December 2009,
in March 2010, and in August and December 2011. The interviews
were carried out in different periods in order to explore new aspects
that came up during data analysis and to learn about the impact of
elephantkillings. Snowball sampling was used to choose interview-
ees. The first individuals however, were purposively selected and
asked for further referrals in order to identify other people who
were considered as relevant for the study. The criterion we used
was whether people had information about the incident of ele-
phant killings and human-elephant/wildlife conflicts in general.
Data were collected on factors that led to the elephant killings,
general issues surrounding human-elephant/wildlife conflicts, and
the impacts of the elephant killings incident, protected areas,
wildlife and human populations and actors behind conservation
in West Kilimanjaro. We started the interviews by informing the
participants about the research and acquiring their prior informed
consent. We used an interview guide with the issues we wanted
to focus upon. In the first interviews, we sensed that people did
not feel free to express themselves, because they were not sure
about our intentions. Thus, we explicitly guaranteed anonymity
for all interviewees and encouraged them to express themselves
freely. In addition, the first author stayed in the study area for
a certain period during fieldwork in order to win local people’s

The act of elephant killings
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trust and learn about the causes of elephant killings and prob-
lems related to wildlife conservation in the area. Nevertheless, most
interviewees were hesitant to admit participation in the elephant
killings, although in some parts of the interviews they could talk
about their resentment towards elephants as well as providing
detailed descriptions of what had happened during this particular
event.

In total, we conducted qualitative in-depth interviews with 58
villagers individually. Most interviews were conducted in Swahili
by the first author and lasted for one to 2h. The sample size
was reached when new data were no longer adding new insights
to the research questions. Most interviews were recorded and
transcribed. In addition to in-depth interviews with local people,
government officials, NGO representatives and tourist companies,
we also held four focus group discussions with villagers. Further-
more, we carried out interviews with key informants who were
chosen based on their ability to contribute with information and
reflections on the research topic. The aim was to seek knowl-
edgeable individuals who could provide insightful information on
human-wildlife conflicts in the study area. We also made use of
participant observation by living with villagers for some weeks to
witness the roles that elephants play in people’s everyday lives.
Finally, we collected and reviewed relevant documents and other
studies.

The data collection and analysis were conducted as paral-
lel processes throughout the research. During data collection,
immediately thereafter, and while listening again to the recorded
interviews, we noted down further ideas and potential elements of
an analysis. In transcribing the interviews, all pauses, repetitions
and verbal utterances were written down as detailed as possible
to avoid losing valuable information. We also worked through the
field notes and transcripts several times and elaborated codes and
an index, and we identified aspects on which we needed more
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knowledge, and at re-visits to the field, we concentrated on learning
more about these aspects.

Potential causes of the elephant killings

Why did the villagers participate in the elephant killings? To
answer this question, it is crucial to understand the villagers’ own
interpretation of the situation. This issue will be addressed later.
First, we find it necessary to present all the elements that we think
contributed to this event.

Local burden of conservation

During fieldwork, we learned that elephants repeatedly raid
crops in the area. All people interviewed reported that crop raiding
was a major problem. Statistics that we collected from local gov-
ernment indicate that in 2009 a total of 901 acres were raided in
three villages (Engare Nairobi, Namwai and Matadi villages) in Siha
Magharibi Division, and 2222 acres in seven villages in Enduimet
Division. In some periods, many farmers spent much time guarding
their fields. The damage was, however, significant.

Elephants also cause problems at water points, and they some-
times destroy water pipes. Furthermore, many people fear attacks
of elephants on people and livestock. As demonstrated in Fig. 2,
we found that the cost of conservation born by local farmers con-
stitutes an important part of the background for the actions that
villagers took who chased the elephants towards and over the cliff.

The burden on local people’s livelihoods found in this area is in
consistence with some other studies in this as well as other areas
with elephant populations in Africa (e.g. Hoare, 1999; Naughton-
Treves et al., 1999; Tchamba, 1996; Parker and Osborn, 2001;
Dublin and Hoare, 2004; Osborn and Hill, 2005). Kikoti (2009)
describes how elephants would stay in the riparian forests along
the Engare Nairobi North River (also called the Simba River) dur-
ing daytime and raid local field crops at night. Furthermore, Trench
et al. (2009) state that some villagers, especially in the nearby Tin-
gatinga village, have given up farming because of elephant-related
problems.

Studies from other areas throughout Africa show that elephants
can be responsible for large-scale crop raiding and property dam-
age (e.g. Tchamba, 1996; Weladji and Tchamba, 2003). Muruthi
(2005) calculated that elephants in the Zambezi area of Zimbabwe
are responsible for up to three-quarters of all crop damage caused
by wildlife, while Smith and Kasiki (2000) documented that farmers
around Tsavo National Park in Kenya, have stopped farming crops
preferred by elephants, such as bananas and sugar cane. Gupta’s
(2013) study in Botswana shows that crop raiding by elephants has
caused some farmers to stop farming their large arable land and
instead grow vegetables and fruit in tiny backyard gardens. Osborn
and Hill (2005) state that in areas in Africa affected by crop dam-
age by elephants, and where people depend on farming, people’s
livelihoods are threatened and the standard of living is very low.

Drought

A severe drought in northern Tanzania and Kenya was a signif-
icant cause of the increased problems that villagers experienced
with elephants in the West Kilimanjaro basin in 2009. When pro-
tected areas are hit by drought, wildlife, including elephants, tends
to migrate to areas with human settlements and plantations in
search of water and green vegetation. Water sources, cattle troughs
and water taps, as well as crop fields constitute the main incentives
for elephants and other wildlife to move into farms (Thouless, 1994;
Smith and Kasiki, 2000).

A man in Engare Nairobi described the local situation in 2009 in
this way:

‘Many people had plots along Engare Nairobi South River
....Watering the plots was very costly and hard, because there
was little flow of water in the river and everyone was fighting
for water. ... Small plots along the river were more precious
than many acres somewhere else. People had hoped to harvest
some crops, but elephants used to come and destroy 2-3 acres
per day.’ (Interview no. 40, Nov. 2009)

During fieldwork, we learned that people tried to keep the
elephants away by guarding the fields throughout the night and
trying to scare them away with fire, noise and torches. We also
observed people trying to prevent elephant raids by fencing, build-
ing hedges, and burning chili peppers. These methods are also
used in other countries with similar elephant problems (Zhang
and Wang, 2003; Weladji and Tchamba, 2003; Sitati and Walpole,
2006; Wang et al., 2006; Mackenzie and Ahabyona, 2012). Fencing
is reported in some studies (e.g. Weladji and Tchamba, 2003) with
limited effect in keeping elephants and other wildlife away. Other
studies (Tchamba, 1996; Smith and Kasiki, 2000) show that such
mitigation efforts may provide a short-term solution in deterring
elephants from farms, but the animals may become habituated to
these measures in the long run.

During the drought in 2009, elephants searching for water
destroyed various water facilities. We were told that such destruc-
tion also happened during the dry seasons in years of normal
weather. This damage is expensive and can deprive people of water
for days, as it takes significant time to repair pipelines. One morn-
ing, we met people from Ngereyani village with donkeys carrying
large plastic containers to search for water. In the evening, we
learned that they had been approached by elephants that chased
the donkeys away. Both people and livestock in West Kilimanjaro
have, in fact, been killed and injured by elephants. For instance,
Tingatinga villagers claim that more than 75% of wildlife-related
human deaths are caused by elephants.

During fieldwork, villagers complained that they incurred sub-
stantial costs as result of damage caused by elephants, for which
they received no compensation from the government. The Wildlife
Act of 2009 states that ‘consolation’ payment is to be given in cases
of injury, death and destruction of crops caused by wild animals
(United Republic of Tanzania, 2009: 52). The regional government
document such costs, but during fieldwork we did not hear of any
such compensation being paid.

The drought was caused by poor rains throughout 2008 and a
lack of long rains in April and May 2009 (Rusell, 2009; Western,
2009). According to Moss (2009), Maasai elders in Kenya claimed
the drought to be the most severe since 1961. Maasai elders that
we interviewed also told us that it was the worst drought for many
decades. Many rivers, dams, and swamps dried out and the few
remaining water sources became sites of human-wildlife conflicts.
News headlines stated that ‘Drought puts wildlife in danger in
Tanzania’ (Ihucha, 2009) and that ‘Devastating Drought Worsens
Human-Wildlife Conflict’ (Maina, 2009). Due to the drought, ele-
phants migrated towards human settlements and farms in search
of green grass and water. The presence of water sources such as
the Engare Nairobi River, along with cattle troughs, water taps and
fields were the main reasons for elephants and other wildlife to
move into farms. This contributed to a situation where elephants
raided crops and destroyed human water facilities to a greater
extent than usual.

Through fieldwork in 2009, we experienced the intensity of the
drought, which caused various hardships for people, including the
damage caused by elephants. We observed that much wildlife as
well as livestock died and food aid became crucial for people. Rain-
fall data (Fig. 3) also show that the 2009 drought was severe.
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for more than five months are not included.

Source: Tanzania Meteorological Agency (2009).

Human population growth

Human-wildlife conflicts are often said to be caused by a growth
in human numbers, leading to competition with wildlife for food,
water and space (Mwamfupe, 1998; Hoare and du Toit, 1999;
Siex and Struhsaker, 1999; Hoare, 1999; Naughton-Treves et al.,
1999; Smith and Kasiki, 2000; Osborn and Hill, 2005; Sitati et al.,
2005; Karimi, 2009; Butt and Turner, 2012; Reid, 2012). In cases
where elephants cause problems for communities, human popula-
tion growth is repeatedly cited as an explanatory factor.

For instance Karimi (2009) state that: as the ‘human popula-
tion of Africa has grown, the wild areas needed to sustain elephant
populations have dwindled, putting the species, and therefore the
ecosystem impacted by them at risk’ (p.16). Furthermore, in Kenya,
Elephant Care International argues that:

‘The root cause of human-elephant conflict is the exploding
human population growth and resultant pressure on elephant
habitat. Habitat loss and degradation inevitably lead to con-
flict. As Kenya’'s human population soars, elephant populations
will continue to be under greater pressure.’” (Elephant Care
International, undated)

In a similar vein, WWF holds that:

‘As habitats contract and human populations expand, people
and elephants are increasingly coming into contact with each
other. Where farms border elephant habitat or cross elephant
migration corridors, damage to crops and villages can become
commonplace, providing a source of conflict which the ele-
phants invariably lose.” (World Wildlife Fund, undated)

Looking at the population figures for the two divisions studied
in West Kilimanjaro, we find that the human population in the area
seems to have increased substantially since 2002. In 2002, the Siha
Magharibi and Enduimet divisions had 19,807 and 17,020 residents,
respectively (National Bureau of Statistics, 2002). In 2009, popu-
lation figures in these two divisions had increased to 25,623 and
45,763. In addition to natural population increase, the establish-
ment of several new villages in 2007 (such as Miti Mirefu, Engare
Nairobi, Matadi and Namwai) may have attracted other people to
migrate into the area. At the same time, there might also have been
considerable out-migrations of people who have moved to other
urban areas or they have moved to cities in line with the general
tendencies of urbanization.

Furthermore, we also learned during fieldwork that an esti-
mated 30,000 people who had lived in the forest were in 2006
and 2007 evicted from Engushai and Londros (see Fig. 1) (Ndagulla,
2009; Park Protection Warden interview, 2009). As their living
in the forest was seen as illegal, they were not included in the

population figures before they were evicted from the forest after
the extension of Kilimanjaro National Park in 2005. Most of these
people were moved to live in the nearby villages and only then
became part of official population numbers. Hence, population fig-
ures remain uncertain, but some villages, such as Engare Nairobi,
have grown substantially during the last decade, not the least due
to evictions caused by the extension of Kilimanjaro National Park.

The elephant population

Many of the interviewees in West Kilimanjaro said that the ele-
phant population had considerably increased during the last few
years. People in Engare Nairobi told us that they had never encoun-
tered elephants before 2009. One villager said: ‘I have stayed here
for more than 19 years, but I had never seen any elephants here
before this year. When we saw the elephant dung, it was something
that surprised us.’(Interview no. 24, Nov. 2009).

Overall figures on the elephant population in Tanzania show
that since the ivory ban in 1989, elephant numbers have increased
from 55,000 to 136,753 in 2006; with Tanzania’s population repre-
senting 80% of all East African elephants (Blanc et al.,2007; TAWIRI,
2007). However, from 2006 to 2009 there was a decline to 109,000
in the country’s elephant population (United Republic of Tanzania,
2010; TAWIRI, 2010). The reasons are believed to be increased
ivory poaching - especially in the Selous-Mikumi ecosystem (CITES,
2010; United Republic of Tanzania, 2010) - due to rising demand for
ivory in some Asian countries (BBC, 2012; CAI, 2012); the migration
of elephants from Selous into the Niassa Game Reserve in Mozam-
bique, and data processing errors in the 2006 survey (CITES, 2010).

While the elephant population in Selous-Mikumi has decreased
in the last few years, the population in West Kilimanjaro seems to
have grown from an estimate of 150-400in 2003 (Blanc et al.,2007)
to 600 in 2010 (Kikoti et al., 2010). This increase may partly be a
result of conservation measures in West Kilimanjaro supported by
the African Wildlife Foundation and the Honey Guide Foundation.
An overall growth in numbers of elephants in West Kilimanjaro is
consistent with figures from the neighbouring Amboseli National
Park of an increase from 967 in 2007 to 1266 in 2010 (KWS/TAWIRI,
2010). The population of elephants in Kenya also increased from
22,036 in 2002 to 23,353 in 2006; while on the whole African con-
tinent, elephant numbers have increased from 402,067 in 2002 to
472,269 in 2007 according to Blanc et al. (2007). Furthermore, data
from Blanc et al. (2003) and Blanc et al. (2007) indicate an increase
of elephants in the Kilimanjaro National Park from 220 in 1990 to
793 in 2007.

As already mentioned, the destruction by elephants of crops and
water facilities is a result of human beings and elephants sharing
the same space. The population of elephants in West Kilimanjaro
seems to have increased substantially inrecent years and, in periods
of severe drought elephants tend to cause damage to crops and
water pipelines.

Land restricted for conservation and wildlife tourism

The land use pattern in and around West Kilimanjaro con-
stitutes a crucial element in the web of relations regarding the
elephant killings. As Fig. 1 shows, large parts of West Kilimanjaro
today belong to both old and more recently established conserva-
tion areas. At the same time, people are left to make their living
in areas that are relatively limited and located in between these
conservation areas. The elephant population can thrive and grow
within the conservation areas in good years, while in times of
drought they ‘spill over’ into farmland. Fig. 1 includes land in West
Kilimanjaro that is used for large-scale commercial farming, which
also restricts the area available for small-scale farming and grazing.
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We present below each of the areas reserved for conservation and
tourism, starting with the establishment of national parks.

As shown in Fig. 1, there are three national parks in and close to
West Kilimanjaro. Ngurdoto Crater National Park was established
in 1960, and it became a predecessor to the present Arusha National
Park. After several expansions, Arusha National Park encompasses
552 km? from 2006.

The Kilimanjaro National Park was inaugurated in 1973, with
an area of 753 km?, and it was expanded to 1831 km?2 in 2005 by
the inclusion of the Kilimanjaro Forest Reserve (TANAPA, 2005).
All national parks in Tanzania are administered by the Tanzania
National Parks (TANAPA), which is a parastatal organization under
the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism. Natural